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Abstract
Conversations about the internationalization of psycholog-
ical sciences have occurred over a few decades with very 
little progress. Previous work shows up to 95% of partic-
ipants in the studies published in mainstream journals are 
from Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, Democratic 
nations. Similarly, a large proportion of authors are based in 
North America. This imbalance is well-documented across a 
range of subfields in psychology, yet the specific steps and 
best practices to bridge publication and data gaps across 
world regions are still unclear. To address this issue, we 
conducted a hackathon at the Society for the Improvement 
of Psychological Science 2021 conference to develop guide-
lines to improve international representation of authors and 
participants, adapted for various stakeholders in the produc-
tion of psychological knowledge. Based on this hackathon, 
we discuss specific guidelines and practices that fund-
ing bodies, academic institutions, professional academic 
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1 | INTRODUCTION

The majority of published studies in English in psychology are based on North American (Arnett, 2008) or Western, 
Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic (WEIRD; Henrich et al., 2010) populations. Recent efforts like the 
Psychological Science Accelerator (Moshontz et al., 2018) are promising as starting points to eliminate overreliance 
on Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, Democratic (WEIRD) participants, yet there remains a long way to go 
to achieve equal representation among diverse groups of participants, authors, and editorial boards. Over 70% of 
samples employed in research published in Psychological Science during 2017 were from North America, Europe, 
and Australia (Rad et al., 2018); 60% of participants in studies from six psychology journals in the years between 
2014 and 2018 were just from the US (Thalmayer et al., 2021). This disparity in the geographical representation of 
samples and researchers has been observed in many subfields of psychology, including cross-cultural psychology 
(Adair et al., 2002; Veillard, 2017), evolutionary psychology (Kurzban, 2013; Pollet & Saxton, 2019), experimental 
developmental psychology (Nielsen et al., 2017), and social psychology (Kurzban, 2013).

Further, US-based researchers are overrepresented in editorial positions in psychology and neuroscience jour-
nals (Palser et al., 2021). Similarly, across over 6000 journals, editorial boards are predominantly researchers who 
have affiliations to institutions in WEIRD countries (Altman & Cohen, 2021). Further, though the number of US-based 
authors have decreased slightly (to about 60% between 2014 and 2018 from over 70% in 2008; Arnett, 2008), the 
change is due to an increase in authors from English-speaking and Western European countries between 2014 and 
2018 (Thalmayer et al., 2021), which accounts for 11% of the world population. However, 89% of the world popula-
tion continues to be neglected.

2 | METHODOLOGY: HACKATHON

Against this background, we organized a 90-min hackathon virtually through Zoom at the Society for the Improve-
ment of Psychological Science 2021 conference (SIPS, 2021). The overarching goal was to create and collate guide-
lines on, and standards for, evaluating and increasing internationalization in psychological research, aimed primarily 
at organizations housed in countries that typically fall under regions termed as “Global North,” “WEIRD countries,” 
“developed countries,” “industrialized countries,” and “countries with developed research systems.” For brevity's sake, 
and because it is the term most people recognize, we will use the term Global North. 1

SIPS hackathons are “hands-on projects with a clear end goal” (Society for the Improvement of Psychologi-
cal Science, 2021). More specifically, hackathons are short organized sessions that allow scientific teams, including 
experts, researchers, and designers to collaborate more effectively in a brief, but intensive, session to attain the 
goal at hand (Parsons et al., 2022; Pe-Than & Herbsleb, 2019). Ideally, hackathons produce outputs that affect the 
methodology and theoretical rationale of how psychological science should be conducted (e.g., Baum et al., 2022).
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societies, journal editors and reviewers, and researchers 
should engage with to ensure psychology is the scientific 
discipline of human behavior and cognition across the world. 
These recommendations will help us develop a more valid 
and fairer science of human sociality.
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Here, we define diversity and inclusion in terms of internationalization, specifically with respect to researcher 
and sample diversity, and discuss possible changes stakeholders can make to improve validity, applicability, and 
generalizability of psychology across the globe. It is important to note that we do not delve into topics that are 
important for a truly representative social and personality psychology, such as rampant theoretical and methodolog-
ical issues. For instance, we do not discuss the lack of bottom-up theories that investigate specific cultural phenom-
ena or culturally sensitive measurement of phenomena, topics that are worth investigating and discussing in social 
psychology; we direct the reader to other papers that discuss these important topics (see, e.g., Atari et al., 2020; Saab 
et al., 2020; Uskul & Cross, 2019; Yarkoni, 2022). That is, our paper only focuses on specific and actionable guidelines 
for internationalization.

We have also identified specific key stakeholder groups for whom the guidelines will be useful: funding bodies, 
university administrators, professional organizations, researchers, journal editors and reviewers, and science journal-
ists/communicators. Three of the authors, who were facilitators of the session, prepared a ramp-up video 2 describing 
the paucity of samples and authors from Global South populations in psychological and allied sciences. Including the 
facilitators, a total of 29 researchers at various career stages from 14 countries participated in the hackathon online 
through Zoom (Table 1).

During the session, participants were provided with a brief background about representation of samples and 
authors from Global South countries. Participants were then assigned to four breakout rooms focusing on different 
stakeholder groups: (1) authors, (2) journal editors and university administrators, (3) reviewers and science journal-
ists, and (4) professional organizations and funding bodies. The facilitators cycled between the sessions to answer 
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Continent Country n

Australia n = 2

Australia 1

New Zealand 1

Europe 12

England 1

France 1

Germany 1

Ireland 2

Italy 1

Netherlands 2

Scotland 1

UK 3

Asia 6

India 2

Philippines 3

Thailand 1

North America 9

Mexico 1

US 8

Total 29

Note: A total of 29 participants participated in the Hackathon over Zoom. This number includes the authors, including the 
facilitators. The bold values indicate the subtotal of researchers from each continent (i.e., Australia = 2, which consists of 
Australia = 1 + New Zealand = 1).

T A B L E  1   The countries of institutions of the participants of the hackathon.
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questions and provide guidance. A working document was prepared and shared with the participants ahead of the 
session, where they were encouraged to note their names, institutional affiliations, contact information (optional), 
and their chosen breakout group. Those without a breakout group preference were allocated based on the number 
of participants in each room.

Each breakout group was presented with a table wherein they were to suggest guidelines, arguments for and 
against those guidelines, and references, if applicable. After the conference, the session facilitators provided partic-
ipants with a summary of the guidelines and relevant arguments. Some participants then responded with helpful 
comments and feedback.

2.1 | Our positionality

The authors of this paper come from a variety of backgrounds and work across a diverse range of countries (see 
Table 1). Most of us (around 85%) are in the early stages of our careers: graduate students, postdoctoral scholars, 
researchers, and lecturers. Some of us are from privileged backgrounds (or able to pass as a majority member in our 
respective cultures), and/or have been able to study and work at more prestigious institutions, travel to other areas 
of the world, and/or engage in large-scale collaborations. Those of us with these privileges wish to use our privilege 
to advocate for a more inclusive science alongside collaborators without such privileges. We belong to a variety of 
community and professional organizations, including some of the ones mentioned in this paper.

Further, we believe that engaging meaningfully in scholarship means reconsidering “traditional” ways of doing 
science, meaning being open to methods outside of laboratory experiments (e.g., Grosz et al., 2020), being inclusive 
of the perspectives of researchers and practitioners outside of research-focused universities in the Global North, and 
recognizing that not all areas of the world have the same priorities when it comes to the definition of an academic. 
To us, global diversity, or internationalization, refers to not only representation across study participants, but also a 
leveling of power imbalances across researchers from different cultural, regional, and linguistic backgrounds; decolo-
nized theories and methodologies (see Readsura Decolonial Editorial Collective, 2022a, 2022b; Segalo & Fine, 2020; 
Sundararajan et al., 2020); and communication and collaboration across relevant stakeholders across cultures.

3 | PRACTICAL RECOMMENDATIONS

We provide several recommendations based on the hackathon. By no means should all these recommendations be 
adopted at once: in the spirit of open scholarship, we want to encourage readers to approach these recommendations 
as a “buffet” (Bergmann, 2023), changing practices where and when they can. The recommendations are ordered by 
stakeholders; these stakeholders are presented roughly in the order in which an article is published in social psychol-
ogy (e.g., we start with study conceptualization and end with publication and dissemination). Under each stakeholder 
section, we provide a range of recommendations to address how to engage in inclusive scholarship practices; these 
recommendations have been roughly ordered in terms of their difficulty, depending on the amount of effort the 
stakeholder might have to place to implement them. These are summarized in Supplementary Table S1.

We encourage starting with recommendations that require smaller change strategies, and working towards 
more challenging problems, which require institutional interventions. However, we acknowledge that institutions 
are not uniform; community leaders know their communities and institutions best and they should take and modify 
recommendations accordingly. To present these suggestions, we loosely follow the format provided by Kathawalla 
et al. (2021).

These recommendations were synthesized from what transpired in the hackathon and the comments in the 
summary document prepared by the session facilitators that was shared with the participants of the hackathon; these 
were subsequently amended by the authors for clarity and coherence.
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3.1 | Funding research (stakeholders: Funding bodies)

Our first recommendation is that funding bodies be fair with authors and/or samples from the Global South. This 
is because the research infrastructure in the Global South is often not as mature as that in the Global North (e.g., 
Onie, 2020). This also means that due to limited resources, it may not be feasible to collect data from the Global 
South within the given time frame. Although the geographical and thematic scope of grants tend to be narrow, 
where appropriate, funders should require justification for inclusion of all research samples, not just those outside 
the Global North. Proposals intending to collect data outside the Global North should not be subjected to additional 
scrutiny over sample selection. However, applicants should be required to explain why they are working within the 
Global North in the same way explicit justification is required for working within the Global South.

Generally, granting bodies should also be mindful of the additional time it takes to coordinate and collect data 
from countries where research infrastructure is not as sophisticated as it often is in the Global North; therefore, they 
should not penalize researchers based on the proposed timeline presented in the grant. Additional time for grants 
involving representative populations from the Global South would ensure that research funding is more equitable 
across both the Global North and Global South.

Our next recommendation is that Global North researchers include, actively listen to, and learn from researchers 
from the Global South, possibly including their colleagues who might have lived experience in the Global South. To 
ensure adequate representation of scientists from across the world, funding bodies could incorporate an assessment 
of team diversity within their evaluation rubrics. For instance, funding bodies can weigh the number of geographic 
regions represented by collaborators on funding proposals during evaluation. An example of this would be the SIPS 
Grants-in-Aid program, which encourages and prefers to fund scholars who are underrepresented, defined by char-
acteristics like career stage, geographic region, and funding availability (Urry, 2021).

Similarly, grant agencies must encourage or mandate partnership models when evaluating proposals intending 
to conduct research outside of the country of the funder and/or researcher. For instance, the UK Research and 
Innovation (UKRI) offers schemes to promote international collaborations and networking grants for early career 
researchers (see UKRI, 2022). The US National Institute of Health (NIH) also facilitates partnerships across institutes 
across the world in the area of global health (see NIH, 2017). Encouraging partnership models such as these help in 
resource- and knowledge-sharing, especially when done in a reciprocal manner.

To ensure diversity at all levels, funding bodies should comprise a global advisory board for cross-country collab-
orations to evaluate collaborative proposals. Grant bodies that do not allow non-local PIs should be open to proposals 
that include an element of organization building, teaching, and/or community enhancement in other geographic 
regions. The third recommendation is to fund Global South researchers such that they can conduct research on topics 
that are of local interest, especially if it aligns with the funders' topics of interest. Usually, these can take the format of 
grants being provided to Global South researchers working in that region. These can range in topics and methodologi-
cal and epistemic orientations; it should also include descriptive work about novel phenomena that have not yet been 
studied in mainstream social and personality psychology. It is possible that these initiatives already exist but are not 
discussed or publicized as often. An example of an already existing initiative to draw from and/or build upon is SPSSI's 
Researchers in the Global South Grants Program (see Society for the Psychological Study of Social Issues, n.d.).

However, we believe that there are a few limitations to this recommendation, especially if the professional soci-
eties are from the Global North. Specifically, most of the reviewers, who gatekeep these funds, would be from the 
Global Norths and are influenced by biases around Global South researchers, research priorities, or samples. Simi-
larly, if Global North reviewers are not culturally aware of events in the Global South, they may not find the topics 
worth investigating. For instance, peer-review has been argued to be anti-innovation (Alberts et  al.,  2014; Gallo 
et al., 2021), as usually, reviewers prefer the “safer” options and disincentivize riskier choices. This is rooted in the 
fact that innovative proposals (including novel topics) may have less prior work; similarly, the proposers may not have 
a long track record, especially in attaining grants. Both of these factors (i.e., paucity of prior work along with a short 
track record) might make the reviewer think of the grant as riskier (Alberts et al., 2014; Gallo et al., 2021). To facilitate 
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grants for the Global South, grant applications should also be reviewed by people in the Global South, which can 
potentially circumvent biases and misunderstandings of those from the Global North.

Next, funders should potentially prioritize research programs by international authors through fellowships, and 
support exchange-based fellowships for graduate students and early career researchers (see Thalmayer et al., 2021). 
Similarly, visiting fellowships that prompt international mobility and contacts should be encouraged between 
researchers, professional societies, or universities. For instance, the NIH in the US provides a visiting fellowship for 
international fellows (see NIH, 2017). Similarly, the Leverhulme Trust provides fellowships to UK institutions to invite 
international professors (see Leverhulme Trust, n.d.).

In terms of implementation of grants, funding agencies should also allocate some money towards the communi-
ties that are being studied. This can include ensuring participant incentivization or other capacity-building activities. 
Further, funding bodies should incentivize participants across the globe at a similar rate, rather than allocate incen-
tives based on the country of the participant. A further consideration is that participants should be provided with 
an incentive that reflects the wages of their country, such that it compensates for their opportunity cost. That is, 
whether they would be making more money participating in research studies than partaking in an equivalent activity. 
This surfaces another concern about whether participants across countries should be compensated at a similar rate 
or not. These are crucial issues that must be taken into consideration at the outset.

3.2 | Academic gatekeeping (university administrators)

As a first step for accountability, it is vital that department heads and university administrators have a written and 
visible mission statement that promotes the department's or university's stance and commitment towards diversity, 
equity, and inclusion. The meaning of diversity, equity, and inclusion for these institutions should be clearly defined. 
For instance, is a university able and willing to host international visiting scholars and/or sponsor a visa? An example 
of this would be the visiting doctoral research fellowship at Boston College which supports graduate students who 
have matriculated at one of their partnering universities to spend a summer at Boston College conducting research 
(see Boston College Office of Global Engagement, n.d.).

Organizations advocating for international collaborations should aim to recruit a global advisory board, including 
members who were born in and practice in a particular region, rather than those temporarily living/working in that 
region. Specifically, instead of celebrating scholars from the US, for example, visiting a village in India for a limited 
time as experts on India and offering positions on an advisory board, researchers who live in and study India should 
be given a higher priority to be members of the advisory board.

Department heads should partner with departments and laboratories outside of the Global North with access 
to diverse populations for diverse sample pools; these kinds of research relationships and partnerships can be insti-
tutionalized (Henrich et al., 2010). Aside from this, Global South researchers affiliated with Global North institutions 
can also be helpful in bridging this discrepancy. Their particular position can contribute to the internationalization of 
psychological sciences.

Moreover, department heads and university administrators should provide other forms of material support to 
Global South researchers, departments, laboratories, and universities. These should include, for example, equitable 
expectations of Global South students (Henrich et al., 2010) along with their Global North counterparts, funding for 
international collaborations, and open-access article processing charges. For instance, expectations in terms of time-
lines and funding could be adjusted for those who engage with Global South samples and researchers.

For instance, co-authors from higher-income countries can cover the cost of article processing charges, which is 
more of a burden for institutes and researchers from lower-income countries, considering the comparative resource 
availability. University administrators should also negotiate with journals to make articles open access, especially for 
Global South institutions and research articles with Global South samples. We recognize that with rapidly chang-
ing political climates in the Global North, which often includes decreased funding at both local and federal levels, 
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collaborative initiatives requiring significant funding is a challenge for the foreseeable future (Mitchell et al., 2019) 
and may require innovative solutions.

Department heads and university administrators should actively support students and faculty to work on improv-
ing sample diversity (Henrich et al., 2010), such as by funding and/or allocating a specific percentage of their budget 
to fund research with Global South samples or “big team science” research projects. This should also include mentor-
ship or training modules in publication and collaborations, in partnership with universities in low and middle-income 
countries (LMICs; Begeny et al., 2018). Addressing these concerns would therefore allow the field to have a more 
nuanced understanding of social and personality psychology that will result in more responsive ways of addressing 
societal issues. Further, creating networks of collaborating universities across multiple countries, especially in the 
Global South is a possibility that needs to be explored at an administrative level. This could be done at the Global 
South level, wherein universities could create collaborative networks with other Global South countries. Universities/
labs in the Global North that have a research focus on Global South countries could similarly facilitate south-south 
connections.

3.3 | Professional societies/organizations

We recommend that professional societies mandate a fixed percentage of the executive board from the Global 
South not only in terms of origin but also where those individuals are based. Societies should endeavor to create 
a network of diversity-related committees considering the multiple intersecting meanings of diversity, including 
geographical ones, as described here. These committees should have a vote on the executive board and be regularly 
consulted  on  organizational initiatives. This would allow more inclusive policies within organizations such that it 
serves the scientific community at large.

In addition, international members should be able to vote on matters so that change can be implemented at the 
organizational level. It is fundamental that professional societies partner up with local networks and communities, 
which would be beneficial to both groups. Local networks can be empowered by being provided low-cost to free 
access to well-funded and privileged societies, providing them knowledge to support their local communities better. 
Professional societies can partner up with local communities, as professional societies can benefit from the knowl-
edge of local chapters who have the lived experience, knowledge, and context to understand the problems and issues 
faced by researchers in the area. This leads to more detailed understanding of the phenomena at hand, while empow-
ering and championing local networks and communities. For instance, the European Society for Social Psychology 
(EASP) and the Society of Australasian Social Psychology (SASP) partner up to host a summer school biannually for 
SASP students. Similarly, EASP and the Society for Personality and Social Psychology (SPSP) host a summer school 
for North American PhD students. Such intensive courses could be hosted at regular intervals in collaboration with 
societies and organizations in the Global South.

Next, membership rates for professional societies should be adjusted based on the value of a country's currency 
and/or based on the World Bank classification of that country via an appropriate amendment to the organization's/
society's by-laws. Alternatively, no-question waivers can be provided to interested researchers across countries. 
Some researchers may, for example, live in a richer country but have very little funding themselves, or may live in a 
poorer country but feel comfortable paying for professional membership. The European Association of Social Psychol-
ogy allows members to choose their membership tier (including a waived one) with no questions asked (Steltenpohl 
et al., 2021), with minimal impact on membership fee income. Similarly, SPSP also has recently introduced a reduced 
rate for researchers from LMICs (see Society for Personality and Social Psychology, 2022). Additionally, societies 
should adopt transparency in membership fee waivers; that is, societies must elaborate the basis on which fee waiv-
ers are allocated and regularly publish statistics on waiver awards and rejections (that still protect the identities of 
those who have applied for waivers).

Scientific societies should ensure researchers (student and non-student) outside of the Global North are better 
represented via more diverse recruitment strategies (e.g., collaborating with local/national scientific societies). 
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Additionally, societies, especially Western scientific societies that have a goal of generalizing their science, should 
host conferences outside of the Global North at a regular frequency, such as every 2–3 years to improve accessibility 
(e.g., Steltenpohl et al., 2021). This also helps Global South researchers share their research without financial, legal, 
and other restrictions (e.g., time and money to obtain visas, immunizations, etc.) that many Global North countries 
enforce on Global South citizens. Alternatively, organizations can host hybrid conferences (with equal importance 
given to virtual and in-person components) to promote representation and accessibility across nations. This should 
include small grants provided to cover Internet costs on a needs-based case. This would allow scientists to hear about 
and engage with novel ideas from across the world, rather than just their circles. Organizations should also establish 
and promote funding opportunities available to Global South members. However, it is important to acknowledge that 
the in-person components of a hybrid conference might still be overrepresented by researchers in the Global North. 
It is more equitable to host conferences in countries where visa processes are easier for everyone (and not just for 
Global North researchers). For instance, SIPS 2024 is set to be held in Nairobi, Kenya (Society for the Improvement 
of Psychological Science, 2022).

Professional societies can support the internationalization of psychology through mentorship programs. This 
could include journal editors mentoring graduate students and other early career researchers towards publishing 
in psychology journals (e.g., Thalmayer et al., 2021) or towards reviewing and editing such journals. For example, 
Personality and Social Psychology Review is currently piloting an Editorial Fellowship position for psychologists from 
historically excluded groups. Similarly, Personal Relationships has a call for mentors for its international section, who 
would mentor international authors to encourage them to submit to the journal (Randall & Bryant, 2021). Other jour-
nals or societies should have editorial boards with members from Global South countries, including a subcommittee 
of graduate students and postdoctoral fellows who will gain mentorship experience.

3.4 | Researchers: Study conceptualization and data collection

During the conceptualization stage, researchers should collaborate with those who are familiar with the nuances 
of a culture's or country's context at the study conceptualization phase (and not just at the data collection phase). 
When considering using minoritized or international participants, authors representative of those samples should be 
included at the design stage; for instance, one could collaborate with a researcher from Singapore at the design stage, 
such that they have a say in the design of the study keeping in mind the context and norms of Singapore. A study 
designed this way would lead to a more nuanced perspective, better translations, culture-specific understanding, and 
better theories (see Gervais, 2021). This is similar to participatory research, particularly that is conducted in neurodi-
versity research (Azevedo et al., 2022; Balcazar et al., 2004; Elsherif et al., 2022; Gourdon-Kanhukamwe et al., 2023; 
Manalili et al., 2022), in which neurotypical researchers ensure the neurodiverse community is directly included in 
research. Policy-making decisions that affect them and can be expressed by the commonly used slogan, ‘Nothing 
about us without us.’ Put simply, research conducted in the Global South actively needs to include the Global South; 
otherwise, we are not considering anything important or relevant to the community.

More coordinated attempts must be made to translate existing measures into local languages and in line with 
cultural differences (for example, through the Psychological Science Accelerator, Moshontz et al., 2018). However, 
here, we acknowledge the additional time, money, and resource burden for researchers, especially those from regions 
where English is not the dominant language.

Further, when methodologically appropriate, internet-based resources can be used to facilitate data collection 
from different samples. The ability to actively recruit a diverse sample like this, as well as the fact that online partic-
ipants can participate from anywhere in the world, means that online samples may not be as dominated by Global 
North participants as lab-based studies. This does limit research to participants with Internet access, and so online 
data collection will not always be possible for all participants and all studies. However, data collection techniques 
should match the available resources in that region; for instance, Internet penetration is insufficient in many regions 
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and populations in the Global South, and therefore relying only on the Internet is not sufficient when attempting to 
draw a truly representative sample from those samples.

If feasible, it would be ideal for researchers to spend time learning about the cultures of communities they plan to 
study. This should be done in a culturally sensitive manner, involving reading texts in a wide variety of disciplines and 
subdisciplines from researchers who are experts about a particular topic in a particular culture/country. Research-
ers  should design their studies such that they ensure that a representative sample can be included, based on logistics 
and resources. For instance, in lab experiments, some time periods, such as the afternoon or during festivals/holidays, 
are inconvenient for certain groups, which inadvertently excludes them. For example, conducting lab experiments on 
Fridays at noon excludes practicing Muslims (Aslan, 2019) who hold prayers at that time. As such, laboratory experi-
ments should be conducted at multiple times and for a long enough period to allow for participation.

Secondly, researchers should not assume results or theories replicate across cultural or geographical contexts, 
instead replicating formative studies in different populations without perpetuating such assumptions. Further, 
researchers should consider the long-term consequences of their findings, and discuss whether the implications 
are likely to cause psychological and/or physical harm (causing or likely to cause harm) and/or are condemned as 
unethical. For example, the Association for Behavioral and Cognitive Therapies (ABCT, 2022) released an apology for 
so-called “conversion therapies,” which have harmed (and continue to harm) queer individuals across the globe. This 
specific apology also acknowledges their tacit role in propagating these kinds of harmful practices. At this point, it is 
important to note that these same rhetorics and “scientific” arguments are used not only in the countries where the 
science is conducted, but also in other countries. For instance, pathologizing of queer identity continues within mental 
health professionals (see, e.g., Kottai, 2022), using the rhetoric or narratives used by the APA. For other examples and 
an argument for how increased diversity can help avoid potential harm in psychological research, see Conry-Murray 
and Silverstein (2022). Further, existing biases should also be considered (see Sharpe et al., 2021). For instance, if a 
study focuses on ethnic or religious minorities, specific consideration should be given to the assumptions and find-
ings such that existing biases are not reinforced. Given that all research sustains values (Steltenpohl, 2020), and that 
values differ across geographic regions and cultures, researchers should consider engaging in reflexivity and adding a 
positionality statement to their manuscripts (discussed in further detail later).

3.5 | Researchers: Data reporting and analysis stages

Authors should report sample characteristics in as much detail as possible (see Sabik et al., 2021). They must addi-
tionally justify samples that are from a single population (especially if from an overrepresented region), and how a 
cross-cultural sample should be used to study more than one culture. These should be noted and detailed in their 
manuscript. In this way, a more complex and nuanced understanding of generalizability of behavior can be assessed, 
compared to an assumption of generalizability or universality.

Abstracts need to report a more detailed description of the sample. While this may take up additional word 
count, this should instead be reported separately from the abstract. For example, this can be presented in a manner 
similar to how “research highlights” are presented (a few bullet points summarizing the main findings of the study, 
e.g., see the Journal of Experimental Social Psychology).

Rad et al. (2018) suggest that research should be conducted on “the lay beliefs that psychological scientists use 
to justify their continued unreflective reliance on WEIRD samples” (p. 11403) as this issue has been given a lot less 
attention than the issue of underpowered studies, for example. Therefore, they argue that authors should justify their 
study populations in the same way as authors are encouraged to justify their sample sizes. Authors should accordingly 
include a section on sample justification regardless of the samples used. Currently, this is usually only requested 
for Global South samples, but should also be included for Global North samples. Some journals already specifically 
require this through a sociocultural policy, (e.g. see Society for Research on Child Development, 2020), but authors 
submitting to journals that do not can choose to adopt this guidance wherever they are submitting. Further, authors 
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must discuss why a more diverse population was not sampled (if that is the case). This would frame cultural differ-
ences in a more nuanced manner, and would allow the reader to assess biases. This should also encourage collabora-
tion by allowing less leeway for using convenience samples without an effort to diversify samples.

Here, it is important to note that the request for Global North samples is a reflection of the experience of the 
authors and the hackathon participants, as our positionality statement notes. Previous studies have shown that 
scholarly publications (e.g., books and journal articles) from the Global South often include explicit references to their 
geographical origin in their titles (see Baber, 2003; Castro Torres & Alburez-Gutierrez, 2022). Similarly, scholarship in 
the Global North tends to reproduce the privileges of their geographic regions in their writing styles, by for instance, 
writing the paper as generalizable, whereas those in the Global South may use geographic markers such as “in India” 
(Ergin & Alkan, 2019). However, though the evidence for this general point has been reiterated in informal networks 
and social media, the cause for this can be extremely difficult to empirically show (but see Harris et al., 2017). That is, 
one might argue how does one determine if the request for Global North samples is because of racial bias or because 
most theoretical accounts in social and personality psychology come based on tests of participants from the Global 
North? Determining this is beyond the scope of this paper, but it points to a more crucial point- why do we not have 
focal theories about behaviors in the Global South? This is perhaps a chicken-and-egg problem: to have theories 
about the Global South, we need infrastructure, researchers, and samples from the Global South (the focus of this 
manuscript), and to have justifiable infrastructure, researchers, and samples from the Global South, we need theories 
about the Global South.

Although as a field, we aim to investigate the universal correlates of behavioral and cognitive constructs, we 
only require justification when including the Global South samples, but never exclusively the Global North samples. 
As a result, our understanding of specific behaviors and cognitive states are limited to what is assumed to be from a 
supposed representation of behavior that is not universal in nature (e.g. Henrich et al., 2010).

Our next guideline is that authors should thoughtfully evaluate within their manuscripts how findings are gener-
alizable across populations, beyond general statements that “results may differ in other regions, so more research 
is needed,” with a citation for the Henrich et  al.  (2010) paper or others following that (e.g., Adair et  al.,  2002; 
Kurzban, 2013; Nielsen et al., 2017; Pollet & Saxton, 2019; Puthillam, 2023; Rad et al., 2018; Veillard, 2017). This 
blanket statement does not provide precise and clear hypotheses and does not enable culture-specific findings to be 
distinguished from universal results. As a result, findings are argued, even if implicitly, to be universal without further 
empirical verification. Therefore, authors should explicitly tie findings to the specific populations from which they 
sampled. On the other hand, authors from particular, especially majority/overrepresented cultures are unlikely to know 
about other, often minoritized cultures. As a result, it is necessary to extend our knowledge from research published 
in Anglocentric cultures and English to languages and cultures that are not Anglocentric in nature. Alternatively, if this 
is not possible, we would need to include a Constraints on Generality Statement (Simons et al., 2017), detailing what 
we expect to observe in cultures not similar to the Global North (see Hajdu et al., 2022; Terry et al., 2023).

Authors must set aside a proportion of their research projects (in terms of time, money, and resources) to Big Team 
Science projects and international collaborations across multiple countries. Examples of this are plenty in psychology, 
including social psychology (see Bago et al., 2022; Klein et al., 2018; Moshontz et al., 2018; Pownall et al., 2021, 
2023, van Bavel et al., 2022), cognitive psychology (Chen et al., 2023), linguistics (Coretta et al., 2022) and economics 
(Delios et al., 2022; Tierney et al., 2020, 2021). Although such studies are very time- and resource-intensive, depend-
ing on the study characteristics and the role of the author, this is one benefit to ensure that our findings are universal 
and generalizable.

Finally, we should not limit any discussion of generality and universality to only the methods section. It should 
be extended to all the sections of the manuscript. This way we can provide a less biased narrative that the effects 
we are observing are universal when in fact it may be universal or region-specific. In the Abstract section, we can 
detail information concerning the sample and the justification of sample demographics. For example, if students were 
recruited from different ethnic backgrounds, countries, and geographical regions, including those from the Global 
North, we can note these characteristics. Although this may lead to an increase in word count in the abstract, the 
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information placed in this section would aid researchers to further evaluate the studies in terms of its generalizability 
or universality (or lack thereof) at the get go.

3.6 | Journals editors/reviewers

Journal editors should actively discourage reviewer comments suggesting papers “be read/edited by native readers” 
(see for example, Measey, 2017; Romero-Olivares, 2019). Instead, a fairer presentation could be to “carefully proof-
read or copyedit” the manuscript, without making assumptions about the language proficiency of the authors. Editors 
and reviewers could also ensure that the implications of findings are not prejudiced/biased especially towards minor-
itized social groups (broadly defined), at least in terms of reporting. This could be done by asking authors to revise 
parts of the manuscript that reinforce biases towards marginalized or historically excluded populations.

Further, Global North samples should not be inherently considered the norm. To this end, journal editors could 
refrain from asking authors to compare a sample from a Global North country to those in Global South countries. 
That is, as studies in the Global North are not often asked to be replicated in the Global South for generalizability, 
journal editors should not ask authors to replicate the study in Global North countries to ensure generalizability. 
Asking authors to justify their samples from Global South in terms of generalizability should similarly highlight biases 
about what is considered the norm. Thus, journal editors should be cognizant of such comments, and should screen 
any reviewer comments that suggest this.

Journal editorial boards could include more Global South authors, who are able to bring in specific cultural 
contexts (Arnett, 2008). This could be done through special issues as well, wherein Global South authors are invited 
to be guest editors, reviewers, and authors. Thalmayer et al. (2021) reported that though the Society for Research 
on Child Development had conducted early efforts towards internationalization, the 2018 issues of the journal Child 
Development did not have especially higher numbers of Global South authors. The authors suggest “efforts will need 
to be ongoing and at multiple institutional levels to succeed in making long-term impacts” (p. 125).

In academic publishing, one of the biggest benefits of the Registered Report format (Chambers & Tzavella, 2021; 
Nosek & Lakens, 2014) is that reviewers and editors have the ability to make suggestions that actually can be imple-
mented in the study design. This is in stark contrast to “traditional” publishing, whereby any issues with sample 
diversity cannot be fixed and so the only option is to be as transparent about these shortcomings. Therefore, when 
reviewing Registered Reports, reviewers and editors should encourage broader and more representative samples 
from across countries for the proposed studies (when appropriate). However, although Registered Reports have this 
benefit of being able to input on study design, it is also important to consider any resource constraints of authors 
submitting these Registered Reports (especially from LMICs), and to take these constraints into account when making 
suggestions. For example, authors may have a sampling plan that is resource-based rather than from a power analysis 
(e.g., they have funding to collect data from 50 participants), and reviewers and editors will need to consider whether 
they think the sample size will still contribute meaningfully to the literature even if it may not be large enough accord-
ing to a power analysis. Note, similar considerations can be made for traditional manuscripts too—if authors have 
made clear that they have resource constraints then it would be advisable to not suggest that they conduct another 
study, and instead review the study as it has already been conducted.

Further, international reviewers should be invited to review both papers from the Global North and Global South. 
This can be done by having an “open call for reviewers” with a sign-up form on the journal's landing page (e.g., see the 
Journal of Open Source Software). This ensures that information presented in manuscripts that expect the readers to 
know country-specific information is clarified further. Considering that Global South authors are expected to spend 
space in their manuscripts describing country-specific context, this should also be expected of Global North authors 
to promote equity and better understanding of the manuscript's arguments and findings.

Another recommendation is that journal editors invite underrepresented authors to submit papers. This could 
be done by prioritizing Global South samples or authors. Diversity targets, based on the average number of scientists 
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in research and development in different countries (e.g., using The World Bank indicator) should be attempted. This 
could be done through devoting specific pages of the journal or through special issues (Begeny et al., 2018). In case 
of special issues, the guest editor should have research experience in underrepresented countries.

3.7 | Meta-data and other journal-specific guidelines

Researchers could be encouraged to include a researcher positionality statement, which acknowledges the role of 
the researcher and other contexts in the research study. This could include information such as their pedagogical 
background, religion, class, gender, nationality, country of origin, and neurodiversity, among others. This provides a 
more well-informed and robust perspective for the reader. While this is not a norm in quantitative research, there are 
guides to help quantitative researchers engage in reflexivity (Jamieson et al., 2022; Steltenpohl, 2020). It is impor-
tant to note a few things about positionality statements, namely that they are not the same as conflict-of-interest 
statements, they are not a credentialing process (i.e., they do not give or take away “permission” to do research), 
and are not meant to be used as justification for accepting or rejecting a manuscript. Journal editors may develop 
policies within masked reviewing systems that allow for masking of potentially identifying information in positionality 
statements.

We recommend that journals request that authors include positionality statements, sample diversity statements, 
and community impact statements within submitted manuscripts, as relevant to the journal goals. Additionally, jour-
nal editors could examine word count requirements, as many of our suggestions (sample justification, positionality 
statements, etc.) may increase the length of a manuscript. For example, a journal may opt to not include sample 
justification and positionality statements into any word count restrictions.

Regarding sample justification, journals should consider which “stringency level” to adopt, similar to the Center 
for Open Science's TOP Guidelines (Nosek et al., 2015). Each of the eight TOP domains are subject to three graded 
levels of adoption (Disclose, Require, and Verify). Using this format, journals would need to decide whether they 
want only to encourage authors to disclose their sample justification (i.e., the answer to this disclosure has no impact 
on publication), or whether they want to require that authors have paid attention to sample diversity where this is 
possible and appropriate. However, the criteria for deciding whether a justification is acceptable is not clear-cut. For 
instance, would it be enough for authors to say that they did not have the resources to collect data from the Global 
South? This is similar to considerations journals have to make about data sharing: they need to come up with rules 
about which conditions make authors exempt from sharing their data (e.g., if the data are identifiable). So, these are 
difficult decisions to make, but not necessarily more difficult than many other policy, procedure, and practice deci-
sions that journals need to make on a wide variety of issues.

Van de Vijver (2013) discusses how there are strong expectations of editors and reviewers regarding what should 
be included in manuscripts and where or what statistical techniques are appropriate; if the information presented 
does not conform to these implicit norms, the authors may be misconstrued as incompetent. For instance, there is 
an implicit norm of conducting laboratory experiments (but not necessarily field studies) in social psychology and 
accepting that lab experiments are the best way to determine causation (Grosz et al., 2020), whereas in another 
field, regression discontinuity designs (e.g., Soland et  al.,  2022) might be acceptable. Similarly, though statistical 
mediation analyses (Rucker et al., 2011) were popular in experimental social psychology a few years ago, they fell out 
of favor in recent years. Analysis of Variance was popular in experimental cognitive psychology a few years ago, in 
recent years general linear mixed modeling (Winter 2019) is more popular. 3 Any researcher who is not well-versed in 
these implicit, and sometimes, time-based norms could be at a disadvantage when trying to publish in field-specific 
journals. Journal editors and reviewers should pay attention to such papers, especially when the authors are from, or 
sample from underrepresented countries or cultures, and consider them on their scientific merit.

One possible low-cost intervention for increasing Global South samples and authors could be through badges 
(e.g., see these “Badges to Acknowledge Open Practices”; Blohowiak et al., 2013; also see Baker, 2022). Various 
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badges could be included for samples, authors, and citations. There is some preliminary evidence that implementing 
badges is associated with an increased rate of the respective practice (Kidwell et al., 2016, but see Bastian, 2017). It 
is possible that badges could, however, encourage superficial engagement with diversity, rather than deeper consid-
eration. This is mirrored in findings regarding the “open data” badge—even when data and code are shared, analyses 
are not necessarily reproducible (Kingi et al., 2018). Therefore, any new badges should be adopted with caution and 
careful consideration of what the bar would be for assignment of the badge.

Next, it has been found that there is a racial citation gap (Chakravartty et al., 2018; Kozlowski et al., 2022). We 
recommend that journal editors and/or reviewers suggest additional citations to papers using Global South samples/
written by Global South authors that would encourage a more holistic understanding of the topic. Tools have been 
developed (e.g., see The race/ethnicity Citation Audit Template) that have the potential to be adapted to audit 
geographical citation diversity.

Existing diversity could be described and possibly analyzed at the author, sample, reviewer, and editor levels. 
For example, author and sample demographics of papers submitted, desk rejected, and reviewed should be made 
openly available at the journal level, on a yearly or half-yearly basis. An example of this is a recent request for propos-
als by SPSSI on investigating disparities across SPSSI journals by race/ethnicity and gender across “editorial teams, 
reviewers, published articles and rejected articles (as far as available information allows)” (page 1 of SPSSI's request 
for proposals).

An existing framework for this is provided by Buchanan et al. (2021), who proposed a Diversity Accountability 
Index for Journals for psychological science; however, this is specific to country-level diversity, rather than inter-
national diversity, and therefore, can be adapted. Similarly, Personal Relationships created a “diversity matrix” for its 
editorial staff (Randall & Bryant, 2021). Similar exercises could be conducted by journal editorial boards and profes-
sional societies, wherein authors, reviewers, editors, and other stakeholders can self-identify in terms of their identity.

Author Processing Charges could be automatically waived for authors submitting from institutions situated in 
LMICs; such options should be publicized widely. Often institutions from LMICs do not have the financial support 
required for APCs, and therefore, are a burden to the authors and/or their institutions, as discussed earlier. Similarly, 
at the access stage, studies using Global South samples could be available open access. Open access articles are often 
cited more than those within paywalls (Harnad & Brody, 2004; Kousha & Abdoli, 2010; Wang et al., 2015).

Relatedly, abstracts should be translated to as many different languages as possible for better access. This can be 
done through a consortium of volunteers or by individual journals. However, this may serve as an additional and/or 
disproportionate burden on bilingual or multilingual authors.

For expansion on many of these and further suggestions for how journal editors can improve internationalization 
at their journals, see the section on “diversifying your journal” in Silverstein et al. (2023).

3.8 | Dissemination (science journalists/science communicators)

Although most research concludes when a traditional journal article (or other academic output) is published, some 
research is elevated to capture the attention of broader audiences. Those in science communication have a vital role 
to play in disseminating scientific findings among the general public.

Therefore, science journalists and communicators are recommended to make explicit the composition or demo-
graphics of the study sample being reported. They should ask authors, should this information not be readily available 
or in the paper itself.

Science journalists should be careful about claims of generalizability and replicability based on the diversity of the 
study sample. When writing, they should exercise nuance and provide enough context about such claims.

Science journalists should further audit and be mindful of the proportion of Global North to Global South 
samples in their own editorials and articles. They could expand their own networks and be proactive in featuring 
people outside of Global North countries or demographics and studies with Global South samples. For instance, 
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learning and implementing best practices when reporting science and health stories (Science Media Centre, 2009) 
could improve representation of studies and authors reported in the popular press. Other methods include looking 
for diverse sources for scientific stories, such as making an effort to interview underrepresented scientists from 
diverse nations (see for example, Diverse Expert Databases from the Newmark J-School Research Center, n.d.). An 
example of this could be lists or websites such as 500 women scientists or Women in Probability, which can also be 
cross-posted on society websites.

4 | LIMITATIONS

Though this manuscript attempted to provide recommendations to improve internationalization in psychology, there 
are a few caveats that should be mentioned.

The most obvious of these is the nature of how these recommendations came about. As this manuscript origi-
nated as a hackathon, it is a product of the people who attended and contributed to the session. Our positionality 
statement goes some way to describing who we are, and therefore our perspectives, but it is worth reiterating that 
the recommendations we have come up with are a product of our own knowledge and experiences. For this reason, 
this guide is not to be thought of as authoritative, exhaustive, or prescriptive, and instead, it is just a collection of 
recommendations for advancing global social psychology.

Further, though a few of the authors have experience with this, we do not discuss in detail about social psycholo-
gists in Global North institutions who have lived and/or professional experience in the Global South (e.g., through 
some form of schooling/education); their positionality and experience could provide with important contexts for 
internationalization goals.

Next, is to be noted that the current manuscript only sheds light on internationalization of psychology, and not 
within-country disparities with respect to diversity. For example, racial and economic disparity in countries such as 
the US has not been discussed here; similarly, relevant to other countries such as India, discussions about religious 
and caste-based diversity has not been attempted. Such diversity of constructs, samples, and researchers is vital 
for us to have a generalizable science of human behavior; however, this was not the focus of the manuscript. Addi-
tionally, we do not discuss the larger systemic barriers to internationalizing psychology. For example, the incentive 
structures and logistics of how science is conducted at large are not discussed here; therefore, not all researchers 
individually (or as representatives of institutions) will be able to incorporate these changes. Not holding individuals 
and institutions accountable for the implementation of these recommendations and questioning them if and when 
they cannot implement some of the recommendations is important. It is equally important to realize and acknowledge 
that the state of social and personality psychology is reflective of the current state of the social world, which does 
prioritize the interests of certain races, countries, genders, and other social and economic groups. This includes the 
presence of English as the scientific lingua franca (Blasi et al., 2022; Draguns, 2001).

However, we believe that science in general is a group endeavor and here, we were able to discuss some possible 
changes for the short-to-medium term. Further, individual scientists in positions of power and those with resources 
(time, money, networks, and funding) are particularly encouraged to take these suggestions into account while 
designing their studies. Similarly, those with the resources and power to implement change at the systemic level (e.g., 
executive boards of scientific societies or the editorial boards of journals) are also encouraged to take these sugges-
tions into consideration when making decisions.

5 | CONCLUSION

Social science requires a diversity of lived experiences in order to generate new ideas. This is especially true of social 
and personality psychology, where we study how social contexts shape our behaviors. The present commentary 
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provides an overview to aid researchers, journal editors and reviewers, professional academic societies, funding 
bodies, universities, and science communicators to enable an increase in representation of the oft-neglected Global 
South in social and personality psychology. We recommend that these groups actively engage in efforts to improve 
the internationalization of psychological science and develop concrete recommendations to accomplish this goal. 
In turn, the benefits of greater global diversity in psychology would aid not only the Global South, but the scientific 
community as a whole.

Social and personality psychology examines dispositional and social behaviors by noting how people behave 
within personal, sociocultural, and historical contexts. Our social lives are traditionally investigated in a culture-blind 
manner (Berry, 2013) with a myopic lens. Specifically, psychological constructs are investigated largely by researchers 
in the Global North among a sample from the Global North. Therefore, the ways in which these constructs operate 
or emerge in other contexts, such as the Global South, has been conventionally ignored.

Allowing Global South researchers to engage equitably in social and personality psychology (e.g., by citing them 
or easing barriers to accessing academic opportunities such as attending conferences) would form a useful foun-
dation to examine the effects of such systemic changes (e.g. Power & Velez, 2020, 2022). By including researchers 
from the Global South, we can assess the role of psychological phenomena using important sociocultural contextual 
cues  to form generalizable/specific theories, and investigate otherwise unexplored constructs.

In addition, we document the possible barriers for conducting such an exercise. As social psychologists, we try to 
formulate theories about our social worlds; but whose worlds deserve theories? By including researchers from the Global 
South, we can advance ethical, epistemological, ontological, and methodological insights that then empower social and 
personality psychologists to understand specific dispositional and social phenomena that are region-specific and univer-
sal. These allow us to provide better support and create a more just society. To end, this commentary can be one step 
towards a “huge opportunity to not only advance our science but also equitably serve all of humanity” (Ghai, 2021, p. 2).

AFFILIATIONS
1Department of Psychology, Monk Prayogshala, Mumbai, India
2Rady School of Management, University of California, San Diego, California, USA
3University of the Philippines Diliman, Quezon City, Philippines
4School of Teacher Education and Liberal Arts, University of Baguio, Baguio City, Philippines
5Department of Psychology, Ateneo de Manila University, Quezon City, Philippines
6Department of Psychology, University of Birmingham, Birmingham, UK
7Dartmouth Center for Program Design and Evaluation, Lebanon, New Hampshire, USA
8School of Psychology, University of Auckland, Auckland, New Zealand
9Centre for Brain Research, University of Auckland, Auckland, New Zealand
10School of Psychology, University of Leeds, Leeds, UK
11Psychology Department, Ashland University, Ashland, Ohio, USA
12Institute for Globally Distributed Open Research and Education, Gothenburg, Sweden
13Department of Psychiatry, Trinity College Dublin, Dublin, Ireland
14Neag School of Education, University of Connecticut, Storrs, Connecticut, USA

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
We acknowledge the contributions of the participants of the hackathon. Specifically, we thank Lena Ackerman, Myriam 
A. Baum, Marica Cassarino, William Chopik, Clare Conry-Murray, Michelle Ellefson, Sophie Gerdel, Jennifer Gutsell, Hans 
(Rocha) IJzerman, Caroline Leygue, Esther Maassen, Harry Manley, Effie Marathia, Sandersan Onie, Paul Plonski, Monica 
Renee Policarpio, Jennifer Taber, Laura Thomas-Walters, and Alex Uzdavines for their inputs during the conference.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

15 of 22



PUTHILLAM et al.

ORCID
Arathy Puthillam  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2426-8362
Lysander James Montilla Doble  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7414-8484
Junix Jerald I. Delos Santos  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0452-3987
Mahmoud Medhat Elsherif  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0540-3998
Crystal N. Steltenpohl  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5049-9354
David Moreau  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1957-1941
Madeleine Pownall  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3734-8006
Shaakya Anand-Vembar  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9315-1865
Hansika Kapoor  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0805-7752

ENDNOTES
	 1	 At this point, we acknowledge that questions and conversations about internationalization and diversity are difficult. In this 

manuscript, we often use proxies; however, these proxies are helpful to stimulate discussion on these issues.
	 2	 The working document from this session, along with the ramp-up video, slides, and transcripts, along with a link to the 

working document, are included in the Supplementary Materials as well as on OSF (osf.io/vm3sd).
	 3	 Note here that we are not making a case for or against certain statistical methods, just describing the waxing and waning 

popularity of methods in subfields (and we are certainly not making a point about why or how or even who is responsible).
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